Pre-Council

Parking Rates and Fees
August 22, 2005

Meeting Began at:  10:03 a.m. Meeting Ended at: 11:00 a.m.

City Council Members Present: Ken Svoboda, Patte Newman, Jon Camp, Annstte McRoy, Robin
Eschliman, Dan Marvin

City Council Members Absent;  Jonathan Cook

City Staff Present:  Karl Fredrickson, Ken Smith, Margaret Remmenga — Public Works & Utilities:
Joel Pedersen - Law; Dallas McGee — Urban Development;
Ann Harrell — Mayor's Office.

Others Present: Kent Seacrest —~ Seacrest & Kalkowski Law Firm;
Coby Mach — LIBA (Lincoln Independent Business Association);
Polly McMullen — DLA (Downtown Lincoln Association);
Tom Wright, Drew Stange — DLA Parking Commitiee.

INTRODUCTION:

Ken Svoboda called the meeting to order stating that before us we have Public Works and this Pre-Council
Is to talk about the Parking Rate Structure. Ken then asked those making the presentation to introduce
themselves.

Karl Fredrickson infreduced himself as the Director of Public Works & Utilities. With him is Ken Smith, City
Parking Manager; Margaret Remmenga, Public Works & Utilities Business Manager; and Joel Pedersen,
Assistant City Attorney.

PRESENTATION:

Karl Fredrickson stated that in our parking system, overall we are financiaily sound. We are a self
supporting revenue section of the Department. In the parking study that was undertaken last year the
consuttant did a rating on us as far as the twenty characteristics of an effective parking program. Overall,
our average was 3.05 out of a & scale, which is essentially between average to above average. None of
the ratings ever reached the poor category and so our garages are very well operated. We would like to
keep that in mind in a sense that they are not totally broke. There are some issues in that study where
seven of those characteristics were below average and in the Mayor's letter to you, those are the areas
we need to work on and continue to work on. Overall, we have a financially sound parking garage system
and are fairly well rated nationally. | would like to point out that we are budgeting for a new northeast
downtown garage. Our rate structure is formulated around having the funds either in cash and/or being
able to bond those cash revenues in order to fund that new garage.

Ken Smith went through the slide presentation (Attachment ‘A), which was the same one that was
presented ai the DLA Parking Committee Mesting on June 23, 2005. He also handed out information on
the "PWU - Parking Monthly Rates by Year” (Attachment ‘B’) and a draft copy of the "City of Lincoln -
Parking Garages Annual Report 2004-2005" (Attachment ‘C’),
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QUESTIONS & ANSWERS:
Ken Svoboda: (Attachment ‘A’ ~ Slide 4 & 8) The $178, 000 is on top of the $283,000 that is projected?
Ken 8mith: That is correct.

. Ken Smith: {Attachment ‘B’} The Increase from 1985 to the present — over the last ten yeérs the average
adjustment over those years has been about 1.8%.

Dan Marvin: 1 thought the rate increase over the last fifteen years has been pretty minimal.

Ken Smith: The 1.8% is just the rates for regular monthly parking. | pulled out reserved and any secure
parking because we have seen a larger increase in those areas.

Dan Marvin: Who uses the reserved? Is it more likely to be downtown residents?

Ken Smith: Some are downtown residents. At Center Park we have a secure gated area. We see some
of the higher-administrators, attorneys in that area. Ancther area is at University Square ws have
residents. Embassy Suites has valet parking and a reserved area. Haymarket Garage has an area below
that's reserved 24/7. _

Jon Camp: Would you be able to give us the number of changes in cardholders or monthly parking
numbers as opposed to the rates? You don't have fo do that now, but if you could get that fo us.
Historically, say for ten years.

Ken Smith: For ten years. llltry. [should have the current, but | may not have the numbers for the past.
Fwill check into that,

Jon Camp: It would be interesting to see how its acted. And then you said you also have updates since
the end of December that will be posted fairly soon.

Ken Smith: | just got that June report tast week, so 'm still going over the data myself.
Jon Camp: That's fine.

Annette McRoy: (Altachment ‘A’ — Slide 7} There was a rate increase at three garages in May of last year.
So for instance, Center Park will see a $15.00 increase in littler over a year?

Ken Smith: Just over a year, yes.

Annette McRoy: So do you think that will drive people out who took the first $5.00 hif and then they will
have another $10.00 increase?

Ken Smith: Center Park would be our highest demand garage. If you ses the waiting list, Center Park has
about 3/4 of that waiting list. That is our highest utilized garage at this time. It's in the core area and
hopefully people will make a choice. [f people want fo park next to their business they will pay a little bit
more, it's a premium cost.

Dan Marvin: On the thing that Karl put out, t don't have that with me today, but | thought you had a rather
substantial waiting list still in place at a number of different garages. Then you just said the waiting list has
been substantiaily eliminated or declined. Can you flush that out for me a little hit?

Ken Smith: it is kind of @ moving target. It changes daily. When we got this December report, back then
we started adding people to facilities immediately. So at University Square we eliminated that waiting list.
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Que Place the wailing list was eliminated. At Center Park we added approximately 80 and Carriage Park
had some addad. So again, some have been eliminated and some have declined. As oftoday, it has been
increasing and steadily been increasing the waiting list.

Jon Camp: Ken, refresh my memory, as you track that waiting list do you know for example if those waiting
for Center Fark, how many of those are currently parking at another garage? So that you are not robbing
Peter {0 pay Paul.

Ken Smith: We definitely try to get that across, if pecple are signed up for two different facilities.

Jon Camp: They might be parking in one currently, so they shift from say Que Place and go fo Center
Park, so that should open up another spot at Que Place.

Ken Smith: Right and within our waiting list we say what is your first choice, second choice. | don't have
that number off the top of my head.

Jon Camp: Out of the number on the waiting list, do you know how many cur%entiy park in an existing City
garage”?

Ken Smith: We can find that out as well. [ don't have that number off the fop of my head.

Karl Fredrickson: You are asking how many people want to get into Center Park that are actually parking
in a different garage?

Jon Camp: Right. So it may end up that by trying fo redzs’mbute you're actually not having any net gain
in parkers.

Karl Fredrickson: It depends on their economic choice. If someone in Center Park wants 1o go out there
and it opens up a slot and this person is willing fo pay more to get closer.

Jon Camp: Let’s say for example, you have 500 people on a waiting list. Out of those 500, you said Ken
that you cleared up the waiting list at Que Place for example, but let's say that overall you have 500 people
on the waiting list and with that number 395 of them may already be parking at a garage so if you satisfy
the waiting list which is apparently at Center Park, they shift over there, then you are just shuffling parkers
around so to speak. Are we getting net new people off the sireet, | guess is the bottom line?

Karl Fredrickson: That's the goal.

Jon Camp: Out of those 500, are those really on the street now or are they just in other garages and if we
could we would like to shifi to a closer garage?

Karl Fredrickson: On the street, they are plugging meters alf day, which they are not supposed to do either.
Hthink its to creale the opportunity that people can make choices. Hopefully the rates affect enough people
in Center Park that they will make an economic choice to free up that waiting list. Maybe people shuffle
from one to another depending on their economic situation. But overall the idea is to get the waiting list
down at that garage you get capacity up at a different garage.

Jon Camp: | understand, but on the waiting list again, how many are going to shift are one garage to
another versus come off the street?

Karl Fredrickson: | don'tknow that we can actually answer that question till the rate structure has been put
into effect. We can get a list on how many people are on a waiting list to this garage who subscribe and
are at a different garage, that we can get. Want we can't tell you is will they switch.




Parking Rates and Fees — August 22, 2005 ‘ Page 4

Jon Camp: That is what | would like to know, how many on the waiting list are currenﬁy parking at a
garage.

Ken Smith: Off the top of my head, agaiﬂ we are reaching about 450 - 470 on the waiting list, primarily that
would be about 290 different accounts, meaning that there is an organization or business out there that
wants multiple spaces. So that is what we are dealing with, they are just reguesting spaces. Like Neinet,
for example, they are requesting 50 spaces at Center Park and ancther 100 at some other garags. So
there are approximateily 290 accounts that are requesting spaces at this time.

Jon Camp: Nelnet would be a great example, you could just make a call to them and say ok are you
wanting another 150 spaces, are you shifting, are these new employees, or whatever. That would be
helpful | think to understand the dynamic of the parking system.

Ken Smith: And we have businesses continually asking for spaces.

Ken Svoboda: | did speak with a representative from Nelnet last week and | asked them if they surveyed
their employees as to those who would make a change, where are they currently parking, so they are
informaily in the process right now trying to do that. One more question that | have is have we surveyed
the private parking garages in the area 10 know whether they have the capability of adding any, that if we
raise our rates we would loose a certain share of that to the private structure?

Ken Smith: | can only answer with what information that | have here, what their waiting list at the time were.
DLA or the Chamber may have a firm number as far as how many employees there are and what their type
of needs are at the time, whether it is just employee based. | would assume that most of the parking
garages at this time privately owned are employee based only and [ think that was something Rampark
was going through at this time.

Ken Svoboda: As a quick follow-up, have we surveyed those that are on the waiting list to see if they are
willing to pay the additional rate that we're proposing?

Ken Smith: In our newsletter we did indicate those proposed rate changes.
Ken Svoboda: And the waiting list hasn’t changed?

Ken Smith: It hasn't changed and to date we have received only about three phone calis about the
proposed rates changes.

Jon Camp: | think what Is really critical in the conversation that we are having right now is this points to the
need to take an overall total approach and not just say well let's raise the rates and see what effect it has.
I would rather be proactive and some of the things that the Carl Walker study said, maybe we need to hold
off on these rate increases. Make the calls, get the information from Nelnet and other major employers
to see what are the net gains and who's double booked as far as the waiting list. | just hate to proceed and
say well let's just wait to see what the cutcome Is, that's just a piece in the approach that couid overall
tamper with the agiiity of the downtown parking environment. It upsets some people and may cause
unknown consequences rather than stepping back and say let’s look at the whole system. | think after the
study that we really need to look at the overall approach.

Dan Marvin: (Attachment ‘A’ — Slide 9 - 13) Where will you be selling these cards?

Ken Smith: Right now you need to come into the Parking office to set up an account. Afier that we are
working with 18 to get the cards on the web so you can add value eventually on the web.

Annette McRoy: Is there a marketing program for this card, so the general public knows about it, so the
people that come frequently will be able to purchase one?
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Ken Smith: We did meet with UNL to go over cur marketing program. This time we are still frying to work
out the program. It is catching on, it has been out for about 30 days now or roughly since about June.

Annette McRoy: I think it is a great idea, very innovative to have a card for psople who come downtown,
but more people shouid know about it. | saw something in the parking newsletter a couple months ago,
but in order to make sure the public really embraces it and sees the value in it we have tc make sure we
push it forward. :

Jon Camp: (Attachment ‘A’ — Slide 17) Refresh my memory, whatis the $112,000 Develcper Coniribution?
Ken Smith: That would have been from the Haymarket Garage retail space.

Dan Marvin: The revenue went down for parking meters and has consistently gone down. Can you explain
to me why that is? '

Ken Smith: Just given the trend that [ see here, our Lease and Transient revenue has gone up and | hope
we are pulling & fot more people off the street and getfing them in to the garages.

Dan Marvin: Is it because we've had this more active program of ticketing people that plug their meter
more than once?

Karl Fredrickson: | elude to Jon's comment on structure. In Public Works & Utilities we take care of the
physical meter itself. The collection is done through the Police Department and Finance Department. So
as far as the restructure, those are the things we want o lock into and be able to track that and be able
to have the data to make those decisions. Our assessment is that hopefully we have more people in the
garagss.

Dan Marvin: That is a $200,000 decline over two years.

Patte Newman: (Attachment 'C’ — Page 20} Under the Parking Garage Analysis, what does Management
Services consist of, the $1.2 million?

Ken Smiih: That is for our Parking Operator. Basically made of wages, salaries, benefits.

Patte Newman: So it is all of the employees, including management fees.
Ken Smith: That is correct.

Ken Smith: Dan, even though that has gone down in parking meter revenue, overall the increase in
revenues has gone up 16% since 2001.

Dan Marvin: Yeah, | recognize that. Up 11% one year and up 5% the next.

Annette McRoy: Karl, in cur packet we had a proposal from DLA on the Downtown Lincoln Parking
Assaciation Management Structure. Did you review that? [ assume you got a copy of that.

Kari Fredrickson: We met with DLA last week and went over their proposal. | think as the Mayor stated
in her letter of August 4™, that we will confinue to work with DLA and the other stakeholders in downtown
Linceln o look for that organization, to try to do what the report has said and that is to try to infegrate the
management of both on-sitreet and off-street parking in downtown Lincoin. Joel has been engaged in
trying to figure out the legal aspects of that. One, that the fines for parking tickets currently goes to school
districts. The actual fees and meters gees to other places. So there are somse legal aspects in what can
and can not be done with a separate outside organization. So we are trying to find out what are those
details, evaiuate them, and we continue to work on that.
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Annette McRoy: Joel, can you go over some of the legal questions that you are locking at?

Joel Pedersen: Primarily right now the Cart Walker study was the starting point. Looking through the report
and doing a combination of things. The result of that was a sense that the parking program, especially
downtown, needed to be elevated in priarity. There has been discussion wide ranging in terms as to how
bestto do that. |think it is fair i say what you have before you is a representation of at least some of that
conversation. The difficulties we've been having is every conception of that is trying to integrate on-street
with off-street parking. Historically, that has been a separate thing in not just the City of Lincoln, butin the
state of Nebraska. Off-street parking as a municipal function developed through state statues and there
has been distinction about right-of-way and the freatment of on-street has always been different. So we
have that to work through. We also have some concepts and comparisons to be made versus the internal
mode! versus an external or an independent type of authority. Both of which raise separate legal
guestions. '

Dan Marvin: What are those legal questions?

Joel Pedersen: The safest thing to say is there is two modeis existing right now that have been compared
to what has been suggested for the parking authority. One is Pershing Auditorium, which is City owned
and then privately managed. We hire out 2a management firm to do the management there. The second
one is LES, which is basically an independent entity and a business unit of the City that’s governed by an
independent board. '

Dan Marvin: Neither of those create a legal problem because they are pre-existinig models.

Joel Pedersen: LES, there is a significant difference there. There was a vote of the people in 1970 to
establish that board.

Ban Marvin: That wasn't the case with Pershing?

Joef Pedersen: No. Pershing we do have a management contract. Some of the conceptions and ideas
are similar. There is an existing advisary group for parking that has a lot of the key players and
stakeholders involved. Pershing Auditorium aiso has an advisory board and they work with a privately
hired management firm,

Dan Marvin: Then getlling back to the legal question you claim is a problem, if there is a model like
Pershing that exists then what is the legal impediment?

Joel Pedersen: | guess in terms of how that addresses elevating the priority that parking has on the City.
Pershing as it exists right now, the Advisory Board, the asset is still City owned, there is a 60-day
termination provision on the management firm. The role of the Pershing Advisory Board and how the draft
that you see differs, the 15 member board and the composition of that board that has some details that
! think are important to the City Councli and Mayor's office. The guestion of are you still involved in rate
setting, is that scmething the City Council still wants to see.

Dan Marvin: We were told at the last meeting that we weren’t involved with rate setting, that's what Karl
directed us.

Kari Fredrickson: The Council is involved in the approval of the budget, not rate settings.

Annette McRoy: Last week you said the rate increases were not part of the budget deliberations.

Karl Fredrickson: The rate increases can be set by the Director of Public Works & Utilities and the
operating budget is what is in front of the Councll to be approved. If rates exceed the budget then it goes
into the Parking Revenue Fund. That's what goes into the cash account and that is what we plan on using
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the new garage for. The general operating budget is what's in front of Council for approval.

Paite Newman: You talked about Pershing having a 60-day termination clause. We just signed with
Republic, was that not a 4-year contract and do we not have a similar 80-day termination clause?

Joe| Pedersen: Yes, we do.

Patte Newman: OK, and does this add another layer of, and | hate to use the word bureaucracy, but we
would be adding ancther position. S0 we would have a management company and we would have a
manager and a committee. Doesn't it add another person in there?

Joel Pedersen: Potentially. | think the counter vailing thought was that if you had a persen, forfack of a
better term, operated as a parking czar, then that wouid better integrate not only on-street and off-street
in City parking garages, but it would alsc address the question of how doas the whole universe of parking
work in Lincoln and especially in downtown. We had some folks in from Toledo, for example, that were
talking about a private authority there. Without jumping to the assumption that private is always beftter,
the thought is that if you have this enabled person that they are more quickly, more in-depth, more plugged
in. Those sorts of arguments are often heard. But {o be fair, some of the problems they had in Toledo we
don't have in Lincoln. They were not maintaining their garages, they did not have a replacement fund.
They were having landscaping and maintenance issues that we just don't have. Conceptually, if's possible
to re-visit that Republic Managemeant agreement and make it Republic Plus and enable that existing
Parking Advisory Board to talk in the same way that the Pershing Advisory Board talks to the Pershing
management. That is one possibility.

Dan Marvin: We only have an hour and I want to ask a question because | den't have ali the legal expertise
that you wouid have Joel, is the proposal that is before us from DLA and the management agreement as
you understand it legal or not legal within the state of Nebraska?

Joel Pedersen: There are two concerns that | have, it is an externally semi-independent board structure.
The best model to give there would have to involve an interlocal agreement at a minimum.

Dan Marvin: Would the interfocal agreement be with?
Joet Pedersen: The logical candidate is the University of Nebraska.

Dan Marvin: Again, | just want to know legal or illegal? Rather than how you wouid like fo tweak it or
change it. Is it legal structured that way, assuming that we couldn't get the University to sign on board
because they don't own these parking garages so 1 don't know if they are stakeholders that you can create
an interfocal with it, but again | don't have the legal experiise that you do. Is it legal the way it is structured
now or not legal?

Joel Pedersen: What you have before you doesn’t have a lot of the details that 'm concemed about, g0
in concept it's legal. It may require some changes and some footwork either at the local level or perhaps
even at the state level if you want fo integrate the on-street and off-strest.

Annette McRoy: You talked about the Pershing and LES model. What about the model similar to what we
have with DLA as far as the management. Al the streets and facilities downtown belong to the City, yet
the maintenance is contracted out to DLA, We approve their budget each and every year and their work
plan. Would a model like that be done for parking?

Joel Pedersen: Yes, ali the business improvement disfrict authority is set up under state siatus. Their
funding mechanism and how that works and then there is an operating agreement with the City. That was
one of the things that we discussed conceptuaily.
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Annette McRoy: So can we add parking to DLA's maﬂagement contract?

Jo'ei Pedersen: it coutd be done.

Annette McRoy: it could be legally dong?

Joel Pedersen: Yes.

Robin Eschliman: Joel, you talked about the difficulties associated with privatization and it seems to me
when | look at these numbers the fotal operating expenses have gone up 31% since 2001. Some of the
sub-categories would indicate employee benefits have gone up 68%, travel and mileage has gone up 72%,
and confractual services has gone up 133%. I'm hard pressed {0 believe that the private sector is seeing
those kind of increases and it seems to me that our first attiiude should be how can we get a hold of a
system that will bring these costs back down a littie bit lower for the tax payer, rather than an attitude of
what is the legal problem that we see with this. [ think we can work the legal problem out, but clearly we
have tremendous increases in parking costs.

Joel Pedersen: From the substance of it, | can not disagree with the picture you painted from the numbers.
Conversely, you have 37 million dollars in assets and 6 million dollars revenue from this City operation.
I think there has beern some criticism that this study has been out there a long time and there has been
some indecision on the City’s point. But we want to act carefully, this is a significant public asset, a
significant revenue stream that is coming to the City right now. liis plugged in legally a number of different
ways and | think that in terms of accountability structures there are some assumptions that private can do
something better, | don't disagree with thal. | think to the credit of the officials on the City side and also
from the private side | think we have done a good job of going through options and aliernatives. We also
have gone through different personnel, we have Karl on board now and he has a Iot on his piate that has
come to him through Allan and Ann in the interim. We have had a difference of focus in terms of what we
are going to do, what the parking study meant, who wouid be involved, and from that stand point { think
we have done what we can {o address some hard guestions in a timely and responsible manner.

Jon Camp: Parking is a very delicate issue in downtown especially. Parking we are getling evervthing from
changing the color of the poles, parking rate increases, there has been a 31% increase in expenses, yet
operating income has been flat or gone down In the last four years. Let's look at this, we spent $54,000
on the Carl Walker study, we are always going to have personnel changes, but we also have a ot of good
people like yourself who are here. 1 would like to see us getin {0 a can do attitude and make it work rather
than slowing the thing down and tinkering with something here and there. The more people hear about
parking this, parking thai, you are hurting things. That is why your parking meter revenue is down, you
have played with it to much. Mr. Chair, in these Pre-Council's we normally listen to staff, but we have some
private sector people here and Kent Seacrest has made some proposals talking about this. | would like
to ask a couple questions there to get a balanced approach here. would like o have Kent Seacrest coms

up.

Ken Svoboda: My colleagues agree? There would be no presentation, but asking questions of Kent or
representatives from DLA would clearly be fine.

Dan Marvin: Before Kent comes up, 'll just point out last week we had DSN come up and they are not a
for profit, but certainly have an effort to try and mainiain expenses and be efficient. They had a 80% and
100% increases in a number of categories and the reason they were before us was because their
expenses were out of control and they need to load more people in to their houses so they can make ends
meet. So | think we have faced a lot of rising expenses in health care costs and other things, so I'm not
so sure that these are out of line.

Jon Camp: Kent, you had put fogether an evaluation of the Carl Walker study and you and Joel worked
together in a lot of the downtown husiness improvement districts. Couid you give us a flavor here on how
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alf of us in a team approach could go ahead here? What can we do to improve the system and what is
the best step?

Kent Seascrest: First of all | want to indicate that the Carl Walker report came out | think in November, we
had a sub-committee, Joel and various City people have been helping along with downtown leaders on that
study and o date it starts with the Carl Walker study itself, it was decided by Public Works as well as
downtown to fund that jointly and to see what the national experts would say are the best in class or best
managemeant practices and that report can out and concluded that their number one recommendation is
the current status quo structure is not good. They then went through three models, one was what I'm
cailing the independent model which is the paper in front of you that ! have prepared and that got the most
priority by a panel of six national experts in this area. The second was the DLA model which again would
be independent, but would be housed in DLA. The third was o re-organize the activity within City Hall.
The forth happened fo be the status quo. So that was the basis of the commitiee was to see there is the
national experis saying that we don't have the best model, so let’s go do the independent and we have
struggled with the model and we have not been able to reach a consensus to date on that model. So ook
a crack at trying to take the Carl Walker recommendation and try to “Lincolnize” it and that's just my first
draft. We had a meeting with Karl last week to go through that draft and in my opinion, I'm not saying that
[ have ail the details correct, but | don't think there are any legal issues that can not be resolved. | think
you have plenty of authority and models. One of those models that we proposed, | know Joel was
concerned in the past was enforcement. Right now the model that | have put out there has the enforcement
of staying possibly within the Police Department or within transferring that over to Finance Director. 1
taitked to Chief Casady and he’s comfortable with any of those models. What he would really love o see
is this independent board set the parking policies so in other words are we going to enforce meters at 6
p.m. or could we do 5 p.m. and avoid a lot of bad P.R. So those are the type of directions that he wants.
He was very supportive 1o me over the phone on trying to explore the independent model because | think
he thinks it wouid be a clearer model so that if the City does retain enforcement, they know how to enforce
it and who is accountable for the policies. | think we could work on this but right now there is a view that
I'm sensing that the do it inside City Hall is a better mouse trap. I think the Carl Walker report and my own
bias after studying the report has come to the apposite conclusion and that is the independent model is
more desirable. So | think the challenge Jon is to see what your directions are and we can go implerment
in whatever direction that you guys think is the best.

Jon Camp: Joe!l are you suggesting that we do this on the third step, reorganize within City Hall versus
doing the independent model?

Jogl Pedersen: Well, again 'm here to respond to your direction primarily. | do being your legal
representative want to keep you plugged in. 1 think there is & role for the City Council. | think there is a
role for the Mayor to keep plugged in to what happens with parking. | think it is important. That's my bias
| guess as your legal council, but | don't think you would expect to hear anything else.

Jon Camp: So you are saying do it within City Hali?

Joel Pedersen: To me that has some advantages if you don't use an interlocal. | think if is quicker and
easier. | think we can see some of the benefits more clearly. 1like the accountability of having us hire the
private management firm as the Clty, as opposed to an independent board hiring.

Annette McRoy: Kent, looking in your proposat the Council will still be involved by having a seat on the
board and ultimately like any contract, the current parking, DLA, we would still approve overall any
expenditures, not only at budget time, but any contracts that would bind the City? It would not be that the
Director make the City liable for what ever they thought was bast, the Council would stilt have a role in the
major overall decisions?

Kent Seacreast: That is correct. i's important, these are the City's public access as a result that the buck
stops here in City Hall. So the mechanisms not only didn't have a Council member be on the board, the
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-~ Mayor, Public Works Director, Finance Director, those type of people, so there was a lot of government
on the board where public and private come together. But absolutely, you would have the same 60-day
termination clause that you have at Pershing if they did anything wrong. Secondly, it would take an annual
budget approval. So if you never approved their budget at budgst fime, they would have to go out of
existence. You would have the right o pull it every year. iIn the case that I've cutlined, what | call a three
year sunset, for whatever reasons it would have io be renewed in three years for this {c be a viable
structure. The Councii would be in charge of selection of funding techniques, you would be issuing the
bonds, not this new entity. You would be improving the final recormmendation as to where to build a
garage. The independent board would give you a recommendation just like the Planning Commission does,
or the Building & Safety or the Building Commission does. So that it's a situation where the buck does fie
with you and nothing would be done in the way of bonds or building without your vote or approval.

Jon Camp: Joel mentioned that it would be quicker to have it done at City Hall. What do you say on that
paint, Kent?

Kent Seacrest: The experts said the same things, it is easier to achieve when you do it inside City Hall
because it doesn't take a lot of meetings. but Fm thinking in 60-days versus a week, | think we can do it.
I think the advantage the experts found was that it was better on economic revitalization and they
concluded that it is more cost effective and more efficient to do it independently. And they also thought
customer satisfaction would go up. So | mean yes, the Mayor could do it today.

Robin Eschliman: | want fo say that my company has management parking garages now since 1987 and
I myself managed a parking facility for about fen years. There is nothing in downtown, absoclutely nothing
that is more sensitive than the parking situation. We see it on the parking side, we see it on the leasing
side, we see it on the entertainment side. There is no more sensitive area that vou could have chasen to
work on and found a possibie solution and | would really like to see some faith put in this committee for
ail the work that if did on this Carl Walker study. There is nothing wrong with trying to be the best instead
of just being good. if this has the potential to take us from good to great we have to fook at it and try to
find a way to work through the cbstacles.

Ken Svoboda: Karl, could you have your staff put together a list of those items, what would change within
the current structure, personnel, whether it would be lose, increase, whatever it might be if we were to
implement the model that DLA and Kent Seacrest has brought forward.

Karl Fredrickson: That is the process that we are involved in. We just got the Kent Seacrest modet last
Thursday.

Ken Svoboda: t undersfand. I'm not asking for it in the next day or so.

Karl Fredrickson: We've asked Joel who put together that information as far as some structures, soit's
in progress. | would like to think right now that we are neutral on whether it is in or out. We just want to
make sure we know all the challenges.

Ken Svoboda: Absolutely.

Karl Fredrickson: One other comment, Robin had commented on the budget increases on operating
expenses, Ken just jotted some notes. One, the living wage ordinance was an expense, we had a new
garage in fiscal 2001-02 so there was expenses with cperating a new garage, we did advertising, and the
Carl Walker study itself that we contributed to that was not budgeted so that added o it as well, and
general on-going operating expense increase. We also have increased advertising and marketing to ry
and get the word out on our programs. | guess what | would like to do is go mare line by line as to what
is the rational, whether than number by number.
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Jon Camp: Karl, with all this said what is our game plan here and what is the timetable so we can get our
hands around this issue and | would like to sugget that you hold off on any rate changes if its only 60 days

to the outset.

Kari Fredrickson: Well, our timetable was for the rates, | think we were shooting for September 1 and that
may be rethought. As far as Jos!l drafting something out, where soconer than later, | would hope within a
week or two that Joel will have something for us to see and visit about. We can go through those coptions
and move forward from there. '

CLOSING:

Ken Svoboda closed the meeting by thanking those who made the presentation and those who attended
the meeting.

ATTACHMENTS,
Attachment'A” - Slide Presentation Handout titled “Parking Commitiee Meeting, June 23, 2005"
Attachment ‘B ~ Handout titled “PWU - Parking Monthly Rates by Year”

Aftachment 'C’ Handout titled "Draft, City of Lincoln - Parking Garages Annual Report 2004-2005"

Chris Koil, Public Works & Utilities

,':é ) ‘j/f 'r’f‘ g
Prepared By, .l A Al

Parking Rates and Fees_Pre Council Minutes 082205, wopd
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FY 2005-2006

Slide 3

| Proposed Daily Rates for FY 05/06

Current Proposed

$1.00 for the first hour $1.00 for the first hour

$.75 each additional hour $1.00 each additional hour

Maximum $5.50 per day Maximum $6.00 per day

© Estimated revenue with proposed rates; $283,695 per year based
on current faciiity usage.

Slide 4
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| Proposed Monthly Rates for FY 05,06

Fachity Current Rate Proposed Rate
Carriage Park 560 5685
Center Park &85 8§75
Reserved $80 _ 380
Cornbusker : 560 ' $65
Reserved 570 : 378
Haymarket $680 $45
Reserved 370 880
Market Place %60 : 555
Gue Place 355 §70
Liniversity Square §65 5758
Resorved 575 385
Siide 5

I Net Change for Monthly Rates

Faciity tNumber of Cardhoiders Net Changs
Carriage Park 743 §5
Center Park 318 $10
Reserved 49 $10
Corrthusker . 94 55
Reserved 40 &5
Haymarket 141 {$15)
Reserved 50 (510}
Market Place 226 55
Que Place 459 35
University Square 204 316
Reserved 143 510
Total: 3079 330

% Estimated increase in revenue with changes would be § 178,680
annuathy with current monthly customers

§lide &



! Benefits of Rate Increase

= T0 offset increased cost of living wage ordinance

= Shift demand to decrease traffic at highly utilized
facilities by creating a personal economic
incentive

® [ncrease occupancy rates af Haymarket and
Market garages.

o In May 2004, monthly rates st Cenfer Park, Que Place and University Square
increased $5.00 per month. However, the other facilities have not had an increase

for § years,

S51lide 7

| Waiting Lists

a Since May 2004 the Lincoln Parking System
has added 451 monthly customers to the
facilities.

& Waiting lists for all facilities have declined or
been eliminated.

s New technology has allowed management to
accurately track transient and monthly
customers to determine the utilization of each
facility.

S§lide R
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 Park It Downtown Card

5iide 9

’ What is the Park It Downtown Card?

= A prepaid card that is used at the
entrances and exits of eight facilities

o 1t eliminates the need for cash payments

o Speeds up exit times/No cashier is needed

o Makes parking downtown more convenient

a An alternative option for part-time employeses

slide 10



How Will it Will Work?

= | he card will replace the current
Park Smart program
nConsolidate to one program
n Discount will be given at time of
purchase
o No stickers to manage

Attachment ‘A’

$1ldide 11

‘ How Much Does it Costr

= Participants receive a 20% discount when
they spend $20 or more.

Your Parking

Cost Value
$20 $25
340 $50
$80 $75
$80 $100

[

Slide 1



Attachment ‘A’

i Onh'z_le Sales

= Eventually, Park It |
Downtown participants will
have the ability to add .
value value to the card -
via online, via credit cagy

~ I

slide 13

Annual Report

51ide 14
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} Purpose

g Preliminary report

s Final report scheduled o be completed at
the end of 2005 after finances have been

audited

a Additional reports will continue to be published at ‘Ehe

beginning of each year

a Looking for comments and suggestions to
enhance the usefulness of the report

5iide 15

' Financial Overview

CAPHTAL R5SETS Pﬁﬂ’i!"i& G
Fadlties ©. 00 ssdned
Buildings $9,785

Machinery & Equipmant 586 088
Less Aceimulated Depreciation 74 81 35,66({ S
TOTAL CAPITAL ASSETS 3587 5¢1

PARIING GARRGES

540,834 637

51041888

$36,375,488

Improvements Gihér Than Bulidings  $287,1480 0 gaeeare i

0095201

Slide 16
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| Parking Garage Analysis

OFTRATISG RUVERUES

Garage-losse 3UTET007
Garaga - in 31842788
Parking Meter Revonue £1.388 Fa0
Garage - Foolaall EXEE AR
Parking Cougnng $122.585

Dastopar Contritaion
Mon-hoving Fines

K

seefansous

TGTAL GPERATING REVENUES $5782 383

et

2307 134

S 12547

$6 160,667

* Audited Reports

A28 G2 eE TG

51ide

17

Validation Sales

$150,000
$140,000
$120.008
$100,000
$50.000
éEO,GDO
545,000
$20,000

LS

S P;l:k N Leam

|
Park N Shep

Park Smart
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Utilization Study

= Diversity
e Garage Occupancy
# Garage Occupancy Rates

51dide 19

Center

Park
Garage

¥
-
=
1

™D
o

10
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| Center Park Utlization
(sarage Occupancy

= After subtracting the reserved and handicap spaces
there are 990 stalls available for monthly cardholders
and short term fransient customers.

{UYTER Pk el lewl] Bl lewdd Lesdd Lovels beedd  eedd Temk

Reguler Spaiss Z £ 45 jiid 17 17 it 5 B
oz i ! z £ g it
Wkl ¢ ot i g § } 4
Irghsse 3 § i ¢ 4 ¢ § g 3
et £ § g § b b
G

Slide 21

1 Center Park Urtlization
Diversity

= 9286 Non-Resarved Cards issued

= During peak hours the maximum
number of nen-reserved monthly
cardholders in the garage at one
time was 705.

s« On average the number of non-

reserved monthly cardholders in
the garage was 585,

= This resulted in a peak diversity
factor of 76.13% and an average
factor of 73.97%.




Atlachment ‘A’

Center Park Utilization

(Garage Occupmq Rate

& | he number of stalls
open during peak hours
is O while on average

the number of open
stalls is 54

m The peak garage

occupancy percentage

is 101.23% and the
average is 94.91%.

~

Aver aga

4 G-\ i
{18
{401

;q",, .

e -

:‘u; :

Slide 23

I Occupancy Rates

Peak Average
Farage Garage Ermpty Cards aveiable Garage Empty Cards

o Qeounancy, Soace o Sgle _Deeupancy  Spaces for Sele
LCarrisge Park 1G4.54% (32} O 63.18% 217 434
Center Park 101.23% | (13) G S461% | B4 72
Cornhusker 113.85% {533 G T84 &1 157
Hayrnarket 45 23% 224 356 4G.83% 242 428
Warket Place 74.55% o8 134 £6.10% 168 245
CQue Place 84 81% 42 53 72.44% 223 345
University Place 91.53% 37 €& 80 78% 24 tE4

Average £8.41% 43 57 70.83% 182 2668

Siide 24

12
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| Strategic Occupancy Plan
Method of Progression

1.} Implement Technology

2.) Build the database for reports

3.) Evaluate reports and waiting lists
4.} Structure fees in high demand areas
5.) Consider shuttle services

Slide 25

| Questions

s A draft of the annual
report will be available
at www.ci.lincoin.ne.gov
under the public parking
link.

2 Please let us know if
you have any questions
ar comments after
reviewing the report.

Sidide 26
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and we'll show you how to PARK FREE* when you visit @
downtown Lincoln's new Douglas Grand Theatre.

P Sew YT %Y ‘ 2.

*It's as easy as 1-2-3:

b, Parlt in siny of the downiown Lincoln parking
garages {except during hone foothall guemes)
shewn on the map.

2. Bring your parking puruge ticke! sfab to the
theatre for validation at the same time
vou buy vour theatre IEC]‘iE!. . 5ok For the

3. Present your validated parking ticket when you ] ; : ; big green P’
exit the parking garage. Your lowl parking & t thol ieatifies
charge will be credited with the following: o olf downtown

‘ : poblic parking
Hareges.

Center Park Garage - 12th & N
B Hopmarker Garuge - U & Q
BF Markel Place Garage - Hth & P
B Gue Place Garzge - LI & P
B Rampark Garage - 12 & P
B8 University Square Garage - 14th & P
B¥ Carringe Park Garage - 11th & M
8 Corphusker Square Garage - 13th & M

waww.dovwntownlincaln.org wwwvaparkitdowntown, og weww douglastheatres. com




ity of Lincoln
Police

Department

S

City of Lincoln
Finance
Department

Bi;sines Offce
Parking Section
(Off-Street Parking

Fines & Collections
On-Street
: Parking
Enforcement |
Parking
= Management
Contract

&

e

City of Lincoln
Public Warks
& Utilities

(

Downtown Lincoln
Association
Haymarket Assoc.

n%%neering Services
raffic Operations

On-Street Parking) |
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Pmpert Owners
Also Includes
City/UNL/Privae
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317 Soush 12th , [ARHLAGE P43

Suite 101 (ENTLRDARN

Lincaln, NE 68508 CORHECER SR MABRETRLE
TATARKES BB PLAE

402-441-6417  fax: 402-441-8474 RN HORSE 14T IVERATRY ShieE

[ R L

S pa€€ A&! E GE&UG R : * Managed by Properly Management

Within the garages and lots parking spaces ars aflocated betwesn reqular spaces, handicap, reserved
{either for monthly parkers or employees) and valet. All facilities excluding the County/City Parking
Garage allow for monthly parking. This garags is used for County/City employees and visitors during
the weekdays. In addition, it is often utilized for special events on the evenings and weekends. The
following chart iilusirates the space breakdown per facility.

(ARRIAGE PARH Levelt  Level2  Leveld  Llevel4  Level5  Llevel6  Leval?7  Level8  Totals
Reqular Spaces 48 105 18 13 118 i &1 0 684
Handicapped 5 Z 2 Z 2 Z 0 g 15
Reserved
Monthiy 0 { b 0 { G g 0 {
Employee 5 0 0 ] i 0 0 4 5
Valet i g ] 0 0 0 g 0 0
704
CENTER PARE Levelt  Level2  Level3  Level4  Level5  Levels  Level7  Level8  Tofals
Reqular Spaces 2 & 186 169 717 170 57 990
Hendicapped 12 3 1 7 0 i 3 a 18
Reserved
Monthiy G 50 0 ¢ & 0 0 50
Employee 3 { 0 g | { a i 3
Valet 0 { G 0 0 0 0 G g
i
“CGUNTYATTY Leval1  Llevel2  Leveld  Leveld  Levets  Leval6  Level7  Leveld  Totals
Regular Spaces 45 g6 98 106 ¢ b {4 6 347
Handicapped 2 Z Z 0 a ] G i
Reserved
Monihly 44 i g 0 L a 0 & 40
Empioyee G b 0 0 ) 0 g 0 g
Yalat J { g { £ 0 G 4 {

[
LX3
£
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CORNHUSHER SQUARE  Levelt  Level2  Leveld  Leveld  Level5  Level6  Level7  Level3  Totals

Regular Spaces 45 98 8 106 0 G 1 b 347
Handicapped 2 1 Z 2 G 0 Y i i
Reserved
Monthly 40 0 ] 0 3 { 0 ] 40
Employes 0 g G 0 G G 0 ) 0
Valet i 4 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0
394
HAYMARKET Level1  Level?  Leveld  Leveld  Level5  levels  Level7  Levels  Totals
Regular Spaces 46 112 114 72 0 g & 0 344
Handicapped Z 3 Vi 2 0 0 G G 9
Resarved
Monthly 52 e 0 ¢ 0 0 0 A 52
Employee 4 Y 6 D G 0 ] § 4
Valet 0 g 0 0 o0 0 0 0 {
489
MARKET PLACE Level1  Level2  Level3  Leveld Level5 Level5  Level? Level§  Totals
Regular Spaces 44 63 63 63 83 €3 17 b 378
Handicapped g & 0 0 Y { 0 g §
Reserved
Monthly 7 g # 0 0 0 0 0 ]
Employee i 0 ] b 0 g G ] G
Valet Y 3 0 f 0 0 a 0 G
385
QUE PLACE Level1  level2  Level3  Llevetd  Level5  Level§  Level?  Leveld  Totals
Reguiar Spaces 67 72 104 109 104 104 106 65 738
Handicenped 3 3 3 3 3 3 G 18
Reservad
Monthly & 0 ] 0 0 0 b 4 0
Employee 4 0 G 0 0 ] 0 0 4
Valet 30 20 0 G a 0 0 0 50



INRERSITY SQUARE  Levett  Leveiz  Leveld  Leveld
Fegular Spaces &7 ) 28 91
Handicapped 2 3 1 3
Reserved
Maonthly 1 45 77 20
Employee 0 0 G {
Valst 8 0 0
ROV FORSELOT Level1  Level2  Level3  Laveld
Reqular Spaces 157 0 0 g
Handicapped Z 0 & G
Resarved
Manthy ] ) b 0
Empiovee 0 0 0 {
Vaiet g i { 0
LINCOLN STATION SOUTH Level1  Level2  Level3d  Leveld
Reguiar Spaces &9 0 G {
 Handicapped 4 0 Y 0
Reserved
Monthly 0 0 0 0
Employes 0 G 0 0
Valel 0 { g a
LUMBERWORESLOT  Levelt  Level2  Leveld  Leveld
Heguiar Speces £1 0 G 0
Handicapped 3 0 0 g
Fesarved
Maonihly 0 0 G G
Employee a g i 0
Valet G a D 0

L)

S AT AT T 4

Levael §

§

0

Level §

lavel 6

Lo}

<

Lgveiﬁ

Lavel 8

0

£

[ R

Level B

[t

L e B s

Leval 7
{} ..
4]

lovel 7

Level7

0
0

Level 7

<5

[un B won |

lLevel 8

£

Level 8

Level 8

Level 8

Lomi)

O
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Totals

284
16

Totals

157
2

[ow I o B wie

158

Totals

89
4

0
93

Totals

-~

&1

3

fove T e B et}
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cteda ﬂtxi zation study in

S aacf are in ihe parkmg fa{:tlity at
i has 1(}0 parkmg cards ‘
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”:i. by the' maxamum number of ﬂon-
_é ed monthly cardholders in'the
garage at 476, The average number
f non-reserved monthly parkers in

ihe‘garage was 324. This resulted
in a diversity factor of 73.46% during
the peak time period and 50% during
the'éVéfage iime period

. Peak A‘Jerage

F 704 704
[15) {13}
¢
BB
- 534 684
4Ts 3
1 648 648
CTIAE%  50.00%
Bed 654
g f'{é,_?-":; (324)
) (143)
by 27

b5%  89.18%
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or Park Garage has & total
of 1,061.spaces. This total includes
‘handicapped, 50 monthiy reserved.
and,S employee reserved spdces. .

he rema ning 980 stalls are used for
monthiy cardholders, shori-term
rangient customers and siudenés
Abcordmg tc a development
agreement with Southeast Comimunity
College and NMPP Energy, 300 of the
ap 'emammg spaces are sat asd

or irans;ent’ parkmg

Peak A\;grage
1961 1067

{18 (18
@ 0
(8} (3)
LT

490 990
C{708)  (BRR)
(298)  (251)
- {13) 54
10123%  H4.91%
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The Cornhusker Garage bas a total

6f 394 parking spaces, of which 7 are |
dlcapped 40 are reserved and the
remaining 347 are open for pubﬂc
parking.. Peak time occurs between
130 pm and 3:00 pm with the
axrmum number of non- reserved
month!y cardholders in the garage at
61 parkers. Qverall, the average
number of non-reserved monthiies in
the garage at one time was 48: The.

.x'f rsity Tactor during the peak time
eriod is 65.59% and 51.61% durmg

j e average time period.

3 93
B5.53%  51.61%
347 347
1 (48)
3 218)
55 81

% 79.44%
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he Haymarkei Garage has a totai of
00 parking spaces. These spaces
ohsists of 9 handicapped, 52 ;eserved
4 n‘iplayee and 344 for regular
D{mng the week of the study
than 28 reserved monthiy

C 344 344
(0 463
50 (39
224 4

247
- 45.23%  40.83%
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The Market Place Garage has a total
385 'pfarkihg spaces, of which 9 are |
andicapped and the remaining 376
are open for public parking. At peak
tn between 10:30 am and 11:00.am,
thg max;mum number of non- reserved
moni:hly cardholders in the garage:
‘was 147, Overall, the average nbmber
of non-reserved monthly customers

at one time was 138. Overall, the
dive{s:ty factor during the peak time
period is 72,77% and during the
average time period it is 68.32%.

S Peak  Average
8 5

{9} )
-0 0

G 0
376 376
47 138
_ 202
72.77%  68.32%
.ars 378
A (8
(s oo
98 188

CTAEE%  6.36%




Attachment '’

he: Que P ace Garage has a total
of-809 parking spaces, 18 are for _'
-h'a'ndi{iapped 50 are reserved, 4 are
employee spaces and 736 are slated
mrpmmcpmkmg ?heGueP%ce
Garage is also affected by the .~
- Embassy Suites for two reezsens
_ First because of its proximity to the

. “hotel and second because triere are
. 50 stalls reserved at this facility for
i_;h‘oie% vé let parking. When there are no
% events there is an average occupancy
peméhmgeof?24ﬂ%compa@dto
-94.81% when there is an everd.

Peak Averzge

505 809
(19) {19)
(50 o0
(4) (4)
S736 736
384 317
444 £90)
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he: University Square Garage has a
total 0f 437 parking spaces, of whz{:h
re desrgnated for handi capped
143 for reserved, 3 employee spaces
nd the remaining 287 are open for
public parklhg At peak time, between
9:30 am znd 11:00 am, the maxzmum
m;mber of non-reserved monthly
£arc folders in the garage was T63.
Ovéi’ail the average number of h‘on‘-
reserved monthfies in the garage at
ohe time was 93. The di vers;ty factor
at this facﬂliy is 54.21% during the,
peak penod and 45.59% on average.‘

Peak  Average

437 437
(10} {10)
(143 (143)
R I
287 287
103 93
180 204
B421%  4550%
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Tickets By Type - All Facilities
799151 049 716

| % of Total

e e,

;

PARK SHART

DOUGLAS THEATRE

PARK N' LEARN

STAR PARK
GO0DWILL

ows that customers who pa ca#h account for 68% of all tickets collected,
; saction inclides those customers whe have
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o L "

Length of Stay - Al Faciliie

mprove customer satisfaction.




TATERSEBI
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317 South IE&
Suite HIi
Linceln, BE 48508

A00-441-8472  fax: 402446476

CAFTTAL ASSETS PARKING 1078

Faclliies © 0 LT 8300000
Buddings 30765

improvemeits Other Than Buldings . $287,%48 -

Machinery & Equipment $36.068
Less Accumulztéd Dupreﬂatzcsn o -?5%35,53% :

TOTAL CAPITAL ASSETS $567,521

PARKING CARAGES

$4.987 844

$40,034 697

$1.041.698

&

; OATIO S0RH Lo
RS 147

VARHT PLAE

WEPAT

geedns

810005201 ¢

$38,375,456

{PERATING REVERIES 01360
Carage-lease o . $1757.022

Garage - Trznsient $1.842,760
Perking Meler Reverive -~ $1.365.760

<y

178,104

Parking Coupans © 8100 585

Mo mellaman o STt
iSCEaNReoUs $16.139

TOTAL OPERATING REVENUES $5,282,383

J0d 1683

CULSRA0TAZE -

$2,098,689

L]
Y
Fe3
a3
¥y

$5,870.584

$2.207 124

51147 347

IRIERSITY SOUSRE

Attachment 'C
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i Rii i E HiE 06 /168 1/ )’éi}ﬁ 2063 /1064
386 STITI . S7agke

Employee Benel! Y 00
Supplies ~ -+ 843104 $48.374 865,507
Confractual Senvices $138.978 5258834 SSEi,Eﬁf
Managemen:Sehvices 0 $1185020 . 91158385 . §1.355568
Travel and Micage $8,683 513,760 © 515,001
Prsmmgahécﬁpymg AR §9410 .. B137R4 0 sTiy
Insurance $22,775 $26,685 446,040

Utiiies - S804 T TSI 448 L S0
Repair and Mainienance $152,158 $143,564 §188,2

Repfals .~ .00 oL T 82547 USTER4D 08801
Advertising 83,053 $20.776 §78 568

City Rental Services CS805BT T IS108222 T $AUB00. .

Parking Vafication Expense $32.325 $80,373 $154,848
Miscellengous™ - 0 S28850 0 S40040 o §474Am
Non Capltalized Equioment $7.545 £24,089 522,586
Denreciaion o §896.410 $1,028433 - - $1022072

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES $2,860.808 33,333,064 $3,755,563

OPERATING INCOME (LOSSY  $2422175 §2,837,500 $2,405,104




HOR-GPERATING REVENUE (EXPENSES) 2001150

investmenteamings 0 ¢ o 5200561

Gain {Loss) on Sgie of Assels

Paymentto Ceneral Fund (8935000

Amortization of Deferred Charges (333,234

100/ 13
CUsnreTs

{333,255

/0

e12,08)

Interest Expense ~ - (3832 596 (§562,064}

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES (§1,500,26) ($1,712,647) (31,671,808}
OPERATING INCOME (LOSS) 3821308 $824,853 $743,296
Transters In {0ut) £942,233

TOTAL NET ASSETS

BEGINNING OF YEAR $22,449.415 $23,271,371 $25,038,413
TOTAL NET ASSETS

END OF YEAR $23,.271,321 $25,038,413 $25,771,709
Coverage Caleufation

Revenue Avalable for Debt  ~ $3,318.504 §35650%3 ¢ $3427476
Wadmum Debt Service 52,160,650 $2,160,650 32,160,650
CoverageRatlo =~ . §153 81,660 US1AE8
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Misozilaneous

er

Cash Overage | Shortage

TOTAL PARKING REVENUES

$

205,318

OPERATING EXPENSES ML/ 2003

Personngl

SUppiies

Other Services end Charges
Cepital Ouilay

Deht Service

TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES

RET CPERATING EXPENSES

NON-OPERATING
REVENUES {(Expenss}

5ain {Lossion Szie of Assats 56
NET NON-OPERATING

REVENUES [Expense) 50
HET REVENUES $0

1603 /1004

§24,008

$3.972
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TOTAL FOOTBALL REVENUE COMPARISON
DOLLARS BY THOUSANDS

B
$05.00600
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